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1 . The proposed amendment received on 1/31/2004 was discussed. 

2. Mr. Lee was informed that the proposed amendment would not place the claims 
in condition for allowance due to problems with claim 12. However, there appeared to 
be a misunderstanding with regard to the Examiner's recommendations in the advisory 
action of 12/30/2004, so an agreement to amend the application via Examiner's 
amendment was made. 



3. The Examiner suggested that proposed claim 12 be amended to replace 
"wherein reordering further comprises.... smaller than the range of possible values" with 
"wherein reordering further comprises imposing a window on the range of possible 
values of the rollover component that is smaller than the range of possible values of the 
rollover component of the received packet identifiers and reordering only the data the 
values of whose rollover component are within the window". 

4. An agreement was reached to enter the suggested claim 12 along with the 
proposed claims 13-15 via Examiner's amendment. 



